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Introduction  
 
The following provides notes of the presentations, and issues raised in discussion at the training events held 
in November/December 2011.   
 
The overall objective of these events was to address various priority training needs of ALGAO members as 
identified through questionnaire survey carried out in 2010. This identified a priority to o develop the skills to 
ensure survival of local authority services in an uncertain economic climate, and to react to changes in 
policy, legislation and procedures across the historic environment. 
 
Aims: 
The specific aims were to:  

• Update on policies and trends from central and local government  
• Update on what ALGAO and the sector is doing to help local government 
• Consider how we can maximise our impact on the policy and decision-makers where there are 

threats to services 
• Look at the implications of key policies and projects on local government services 
• Exchange information and intelligence between members 
• Consider the role of formal and informal support networks  
• Look at the options for the longer-term future of services 

 
 

Programme: 

The role of the Archaeology Forum (Mike Heyworth/Gill Chitty, CBA) 

Information and advice on charging for services (Sandy Kidd, Bucks CC) 

Trends in the procurement and organisation of services including lessons from the HELAC projects (Stewart 
Bryant, Chair ALGAO:UK; Louisa Moore/Owain Lloyd-James, EH) 

Implications of the IfA curatorial standards and guidance project (Adrian Tindall, ARM) 

Implications of changes to the planning system (Tim Howard/Pete Hinton, IfA) 

Accessing sources of external funding (Dave Barrett, Derbyshire CC) 

Conclusions, and assessing priorities for the future (Dave Barrett, Chair ALGAO:England) 
 
 
 



The role of The Archaeology Forum 
Presentation by G Chitty/M Heyworth 
 
A key aim of TAF is to ensure that the archaeology sector can speak in one voice regarding advocacy, in 
particular in working with government. It incorporates both UK and national bodies and all the member 
organisations also have individual capacity for advocacy within their own remits. For any particular issue 
there is a need to decide whether it is preferable to speak individually or as a single sector wide voice.  
 
TAF responds to government consultations, engages with ministers; more details are available from the TAF 
website: http://www.britarch.ac.uk/archforum/  TAF also provides the Executive arm for APPAG which gives 
an important connection for pursuing strands of advocacy e.g. promoting debates in the Houses of 
Parliament.  
 
The TAF agenda is set by key advocacy topics, currently working with government to provide strengthened 
support for LAs. This has included producing a supporting document, Why Local Authorities need an 
Archaeologist, with the intention that others can make use of this. There is a need to promote a broader 
understanding of what LA services do, especially in the context of the planning system  
 
Key members of the Forum have their own websites and perspectives on issues. RESCUE (http://rescue-
archaeology.org.uk/) has been gathering data on threats to archaeological organisations, including LAs; IfA 
has a protecting archaeological services page (http://www.archaeologists.net/advocacy/protectingservices),  
and is working to champion services; FAME (http://www.famearchaeology.co.uk/)  has also been making 
submissions in support of services. It can be useful for these organisation to make the case against 
proposed cuts from their individual perspectives, given that they represent different parts of the sector. But it 
is also important for these organisations to be joined up in what they are saying. Cumulatively it is hoped that 
this will have a positive impact.  
 
The December 2011 issue of British Archaeology will have an article on the cuts. Black holes are beginning 
to emerge in the system, and if no action is taken vulnerability is likely to spread; TAF is focusing on these 
areas. There is a need to be able to demonstrate the implications of cutting services, e.g. when there is no 
monitoring of or recommendations on planning applications. Some figures for this have been gathered for 
Northamptonshire relating to the impact of absence of planning advisory services to the districts 2006-9.  
 
There is a need to consider how to work with local groups to monitor what is happening in black holes. This 
was also important in the context of the Localism Act: with development of neighbourhood involvement in 
plans, local groups will have a role in planning. It is useful to have informed advocacy locally, although it is 
unclear how this will operate in the context of the Localism Act: secondary legislation and regulations to 
underpin the Act are awaited. In order for neighbourhoods to get policies in place there will be a need to 
provide suitable support. There is some concern that government is suggesting that local people should take 
on the role of and replace professional staff, but there is a need to find ways to allow local groups to support 
the experts. LAs will need to build and enhance existing connections with local groups. 
 
Local groups could also offer strong potential advocates for supporting services. TAF is looking to a possible 
EH NHPP funding for a project to help with monitoring aspects, i.e. monitoring planning applications in the 
black holes to demonstrate the damage occurring to the historic environment in the absence of services, to 
help make the case for event modest investment in historic environment services.  
 
In summary there were four key aspects:  

o Communication 
o Advocacy 
o Intelligence  
o Monitoring 

 
A particular focus for TAF has been Merseyside; the former advisory service at NMGM no longer exists and 
there is only limited access to the HER. The LAs claim that they are still fulfilling their planning obligations 
from private contracts. CBA is working with local societies and contractors to monitor applications in order to 
show what is being missed.  
 
Media interest has also been stirred, e.g. M Heyworth’s participation in a Radio 4 programme which in turn 
enabled CBA to extract a useful statement from DCLG (quoted on the CBA website - 
http://www.britarch.ac.uk/news/111004-servicesatrisk)  that residents expect LAs to deliver heritage 
protection. This was a useful statement for others to use in making a case for supporting services. There is a 



need to prevent more black holes appearing and to continue to work to get service provision in the current 
black holes, and this was a key role for TAF. 
 
Discussion: 
Working with TAF 

o ALGAO endorses and acknowledges the help that TAF has given in responding to threats. The 
advocacy from TAF is extremely helpful, particularly as ALGAO is seen as having a vested interest. 
Letters from TAF, IfA, CBA, FAME and EH have been important in lobbying against the cuts.  

o ALGAO is maintaining a ‘traffic light’ system of monitoring services to track threats/progress of service 
reviews and potential threats in order to alert Executive to the level and character of impacts. If members 
are able to advise issues, Executive would welcome this as they will be in a better position to respond if 
required. Information can be provided in confidence as necessary.  

 

Casework data 
o Value of having measures/statistics that can be presented, e.g. as graphs. ALGAO has a significant and 

very useful body of data as a benchmark against which to measure loss – this is independent 
endorsement of the value of the annual ALGAO planning statistics.  

o There is a need to be sure ALGAO is gathering the right statistics. 
 
Responding to threats to services 
o Value of TAF/IfA/CBA/FAME responding to threats to LA services. The co-ordination of responses has 

led to some positive results and it has been useful for the different organisations to be saying much the 
same thing from their different perspectives. 

o The ALGAO “traffic light” system for tracking threat and potential threat levels is proving useful, but 
needs members to keep Exec appraised of any potential threats asap (acknowledging that there may be 
LA constraints in doing so).  

 
Screening process 
o There is a perception that NPPF will enable LPAs to require developers to provide information to inform 

decisions thereby lessening the need for internal advice. BUT the logical conclusion from this is that 
planners would need a statement of archaeological impact for all applications to rule out those that would 
have no detrimental impact. This is something that could be raised with LAs.  The emphasis on the role 
of developers is an extreme interpretation of PPS5, and not the intention of the drafters. There is also a 
question of how the LA would evaluate/validate evidence submitted by developers. 

o There is a need for guidance from government; the statement from DCLG in response to CBA needs to 
be more widely circulated/promoted.  

o One argument is that having a professional archaeology service screening proposals/applications 
reduces the costs and time for developers -  in screening out the c.90% of applications that do not need 
DBAs or further consultation services are helping to streamline development. This argument has been 
deployed where there are proposals to cut services,  emphasising the role of services in effective 
decision making, reducing unnecessary work and delays. FAME uses this argument, pointing out that 
professional advice enables risk to be managed more effectively. The argument seems to be accepted 
by the development sector but not so much by LAs.  

 
Local/community role 
o Local residents need to remind their local authorities of their responsibilities regarding heritage.  
o There is a need to build up a group of articulate and proactive stakeholders among the local community, 

whether as representatives of the local archaeological society or particular individuals. They should 
include the sort of people who both understand and can speak out on the value of what LA services do.  

o Not enough is being done to encourage local groups to act and speak up in support of LA services: the 
public voice is important.  There is a need to engage local groups; until someone is monitoring the 
situation there will be no reason to query a lack of service; local groups have become used to 
professionals providing a service so have not felt a need to look for potential issues. There is surprisingly 
little awareness amongst these groups about how the system works, and unless an LA engages with 
local groups there is little concept of the planning process. They need to be aware to be able to 



advocate, and they need to be made aware of what they will lose. The Radio 4 programme has been 
useful in this respect. 

o Whilst many active voluntary societies know their areas very well, they may be unaware of the quantity 
of work done within the planning system, e.g. in building recording. So when there is suggestion of local 
groups picking up the slack there may be little understanding of the volume of work involved. Local 
groups need to be aware of the impact of loss of services in the quantity of professional work.  

o Regarding the proposed project to enable local groups to be able to provide some monitoring of impact 
from loss of service, there would need to be some training for the groups e.g. workshops for screening of 
weekly lists, and using the HER to check these. Whilst it was anticipated that there could be issues of 
proportionality in that local groups may put too much emphasis on certain sites, G Chitty noted that the 
project would be targeting LAs with no service and the intention was not for local groups to act as a 
watchdog where there are services. Greater Manchester is already working with the federation of local 
societies for them to monitor and raise concerns with planners as a means to demonstrate that the 
community cares about their heritage.  

o There is also a need to lobby members. Whilst there are delegated powers, there is an option for 
members to call in things and an opportunity to draw attention to these if they go to committee with press 
in attendance.  

 
 
 
 
 



Charging for Archaeology Planning & HER Services 
Presentation by Sandy Kidd 
 
There are a range of options for responding to cuts: reduce service provision, increase efficiency, increase 
income. Income sources could include SLAs, charging for HER services and charging for planning advice. 
Most HERs charge for commercial use; but some do not charge at all. In the recent ALAGO survey only 5 
noted that they charge for planning advice.  
 
There are various legal issues:  
o Local Government Act 2003: provides powers to charge for discretionary services if the person has 

agreed to the charge (Section 93). This is subject to limitations; in particular the authority is not allowed 
to make a profit.  The Act provides clarification about how charging can be set up, but there is quiet a lot 
of flexibility. Services need to make their policy clear.  

o Localism Act 2011: This brings in the power of competence, allowing a local authority to do anything an 
individual can, anywhere in the UK, for a commercial purpose with or without charge. It could lead to a 
more commercial basis for curatorial services in the future. There are limits on charging (Section 3), e.g. 
for non-commercial services that are a statutory provision, and on doing things for commercial purpose 
(Section 4).  

 
In setting up a charging policy reference should be made to HM Treasury Guidelines; Chapter 6 on Fees, 
Charges and Levies which provides guidance on what to include. It draws a distinction between raw data 
and value added data which is relevant to the HER where e.g. indexing of HER records adds value.  Factors 
to be included in full cost recovery include staff costs (salaries, NI, pensions, travel, supplies, corporate 
recharge. Some things are excluded, e.g. enforcement.  
 
Current charging practice Some data has been gathered on charging policy from recent ALGAO and HER 
Forum surveys. A total of 77% of the responding HERs charge, almost all for commercial organisations, 
though fewer for utilities. Charging rates are very variable.  It may be useful to benchmark against natural 
environment service charges. 
 
Legal issues Whilst earlier guidance from ALGAO suggested that EIR did not apply to HERs/SMRs a review 
of the regulations suggests otherwise. EIR does not apply to specific records but to requests for information. 
The regulations are not very helpfully worded with regard to heritage but suggest that most HER searches 
would fall under EIR. EIR trumps FOI. For EIR there is a need to ensure that the HER is included in the LA 
publication scheme. There are important limitations on charges brought to the fore by the Markinson Case 
Tribunal Decision in 2006, which stated that charges need to be reasonable to the authority but also to the 
person being charged.  
 
There is a need to rethink how to charge regarding HER information. The re-use of public sector information 
regulations 2005 states that right to access is not a right to reuse and a public sector body can charge for re-
use. The FAQs with the regulations clarify some aspects, e.g. there is scope to discriminate between 
different types of re-use e.g. between educational and commercial.  
 
HER charging recommendations 

• An appropriate and authorised charging policy is required 
• Charging for access is restricted – Charge for re-use instead 
• Re-use implies licensing specific users to use specific data for a specific purpose 
• No more than full cost recovery 
• Get VAT advice – majority view is that it is not VATable. Bucks CC has stated that VAT should not 

be charged on HER searches because this is a sole source of information.  
 
Charging for planning advice 
There are various questions to be addressed including who has the authority to charge; this is less clear in 
two-tier authority areas where a service is offering advice on behalf of another authority. Other questions are 
who to charge, what is to be charged and how much. SLAs are appropriate in some places; this could 
include utilities, e.g. in the SE Thames Water is looking to look to develop SLAs with services for advice, and 
this approach may be something for ALGAO to pursue in the future.  
o Charging for pre-application advice seems to be more generally accepted. There may be a need to look 

at what the authority does generally regarding pre-application, what they charge for and the rate.  
o Consideration of WSIs could be relatively straightforward aspect. These are needed by developers and 

can involve significant input.  



o Monitoring was not yet an aspect of the Bucks charging policy, in part a question of calculating charges 
on a reasonable basis.  

o Consideration of reports: Bucks only charges if there are substantial problems. 
o Good practice in pre-application advice Aspects include making information available on the website – 

Bucks has a single request for all advice. The process needs to be as streamlined as possible. 
o There is good advice from Planning Advisory Service, about when to include charging householders, 

charities, parish councils, community groups. Buckinghamshire does not charge these groups because 
the service is there to serve communities.  

 
Planning charging recommendations include having an appropriate and authorised charging policy, having a 
clear written service standard and charging schedule, being clear on roles, being pragmatic/market aware, 
and ensuring that there is no more than full cost recovery 
 
Bucks Case study: The Bucks CC charging policy has been in place for a year. Currently there were two 
levels for development advice, but a third tier to cover larger strategic proposals may be considered. Whilst 
not yet a large income the amount is steadily rising, and is an increasing proportion of the overall service 
budget. It remains a relatively small proportion of the service budget (c.13%) and is not near cost recovery 
for the service. The service is working more closely with natural environment and landscape colleagues to 
bring data together into a single environmental information system.  
 
 
Discussion:  
Planning service charges 
o Government proposals regarding changes to planning services (though still vague) could result in full 

cost recovery for planning, and in that case there will potentially be double charging development; this 
would affect two-tier authorities more.  This is acknowledged; there was a question of what benefits there 
would be from the service delivered. Much work being provided to districts was not yet chargeable. 
There was a need to justify what was a service for development control and what is a beneficial service 
for developers, but recognised that this is a grey area.  

o There was a question of how pre-application charging relate to the charges for planning authorities. The 
two are separate and scale for archaeology charges is less than is paid to the planning authority, though 
noted that not all districts yet charge.  

o PH noted an item in RTPI bulletin regarding a series of authorities writing to government to persuade 
them to charge for LBC and CAC. It was noted that some already are.  

 
External services 
o In future are likely to be more externalised services providing curatorial services, and a question of what 

charges could be made. . One of the HELAC pilots, Essex, had originally been considering becoming a 
trading company but the authority does not now feel that they need to take this approach because 
powers under the Localism Act enable commercial activity. There is a need to consider how to interpret 
what it is possible to charge to under the Localism Bill. 

 
Service standard 
o Expectations of quality control and/or nature of services provided, relating performance to charging and 

what happens if a service fails to deliver. Bucks CC had no disclaimer as such, there was a standard 
council 2 week response time that would apply. Usually this was met, but in a case where this was not 
the case the charge had been waived. There is a county council complaints procedure which would 
apply, and it had not been considered necessary to have an explicit disclaimer.  

o Bucks CC had carried out only limited consultation with e.g. consultants and others regarding deadlines 
and turnaround periods, in part because of the political imperative to get the policy out. However, there is 
a commitment to review the policy after a year in light of comments and practice. 

o Some members have been involved in exercises to log activities relating to planning over a set period, to 
assess time input.  

 

Examples of charging policy 

o ALGAO would welcome feedback from members on any issues/experience with regard to charging – 
Exec is continuing to gather information for future reference.  



Trends in the procurement and organisation of services 
 
1. Procurement of services 
Presentation by Stewart Bryant  
 
Procurement 
A range of procurement arrangements are developing:  
o Commissioning/delivery split model, with services having a zero budget and work done under SLAs and 

contracts. Whilst not necessarily totally negative, it posed some potential threat and was not generally a 
positive thing for archaeology services.  

o Increasing external procurement for back-office and some professional services, e.g. as is happening in 
Herts, and authorities were increasingly looking to extend this to front line services.  

o Procurement from other LAs; the Localism Act offers potential for LAs to get more involved in other LAs.  
Relevant to this EU and Government directives on direct procurement of LA contracts, although recent 
advice from the Cabinet Office challenges these directives.  
 
Governance  
There are various options including Trusts (Suffolk is looking at this approach), local government trading 
company, social enterprise.  
 
Integration/merging of services 
This includes creation of holistic historic environment services, and integration with other services such as 
natural environment, archives, archives, museums.  
 
Joint services between local authorities  
These include various arrangements:  
o Existing Met unitary services with lead/host LA. Existing arrangements are coming under pressure from 

funding cuts, e.g. Tees where two authorities are proposing to withdraw. One authority is questioning the 
cost compared to other authorities receiving the service which have more archaeology and so receiving 
more archaeological advice. This is an issue where arrangements involve a lot of authorities with 
different requirements.  

o County and former county unitary authorities 
o Larger groupings of unitary authorities 
o Sharing services, e.g. districts combining services. This was also happening to some extent.  
 
Legal issues include implications of the Localism Act. Ethically, one issue is that of ALGAO members costing 
or tendering for historic environment services beyond their current boundaries. Services would need to 
ensure full cost recovery because otherwise it would be no advantage to them. Whilst the costs of buying in 
are likely to preclude this option, there is a need to be aware of the possibility. There will be more 
benchmarking by authorities and more authorities looking for costings from public and private sector. There 
is a need for rules of engagement so that LAs are not undercutting other services.  
 
 
2. Historic Environment: Local Authority Capacity (HELAC) 
Presentation by Owain Lloyd-James (EH) 
 
HELAC was not intended as a solution to LA cuts but to provide alternative models to just cutting services. It 
was a joint EH, ALGAO, IHBC, POS, LGA initiative, which benefited from the different perspectives of the 
partners.  
 
A small number of projects were invited aimed at looking at an imaginative approach to historic environment 
services, protecting heritage assets with reduced resources, involving local communities and working in 
partnership. Five pilot projects were carried out: Cheltenham District Council, Chichester (West Sussex 
Councils), Cotswold AONB (Gloucestershire and Oxford Councils), Essex County Council, Northumberland 
County Council. Each of these were areas already undergoing service changes; HELAC did not initiate 
change.  
 
Each pilot took a different approach but there were a number of common themes across these:  

o Importance of local heritage 
o Concern about cuts in services 



o Services require qualified professionals 
o Widespread respect for values of in-house service 
o Opportunities and limits to third sector involvement 

The pilots were not revolutionary, mainly because the stakeholders did not want a revolutionary approach. 
Central government appears to think that the third sector will provide all the answers, but clearly it cannot so 
it is important that this project has flagged up the limits of the third sector.  
 
Details of the projects are available on HELM (http://www.helm.org.uk/server/show/nav.21740)  
o Essex: A number of options were explored but although the original intention had been to set up a local 

authority trading company, conclusion is that the Localism Act means that only a trading account is 
necessary. 

o Northumberland: The project identified a need for strong, in-house service, although the project also 
looked at how to use other free up conservation officer time so the COs could use more time to influence 
policy documents. 

o Cotswold: The authority is setting up an integrated heritage and design service. A series of discussions 
with partners highlighted the complexity of partnership working and although the original document 
identified a large number of potential partners, the outcome led to a focus on working with core partners. 

o Cheltenham:  The pilot looked at developing the role of the voluntary sector in service provision. In 
looking at what users wanted from the service, the project identified the need for an effective 
conservation service, and identified areas where the voluntary sector could be more involved to help free 
up staff time to allow specialist staff to focus on ‘high value’ activities.  

o West Sussex: In looking to develop joint working West Sussex councils have joined forces to make it 
easier for individual councils to share conservation expertise and are exploring options for a more formal 
shared services arrangement across the county. 

Two other case studies, Cornwall Council and Northamptonshire County Council were also submitted.  
The pilots all show a snapshot of the process. It is hoped that it will be possible to update on these as they 
develop.  
 
Phase 2 of HELAC will be disseminating the information to wide audiences, especially the decision makers. 
There will also be a session at the LGA conference on 7 March in Cardiff. An article had been published in 
LGA’s First magazine in November. http://www.local.gov.uk/web/10161/features/-
/journal_content/56/10161/3000763/NEWS-TEMPLATE   
 
EH will be arranging a meeting with the project partners to discuss the next stage, and ideas on what should 
happen next are welcomed.  
 
 
Discussion: 
Tendering for services 

o There are already examples of ALGAO members being asked to cost or tender for services outside their 
areas,  Essex was moving to becoming a body with the ability to trade beyond the boundaries of Essex, 
although in practice this was not likely to happen for a few years.  

o If approached by an authority to provide costings there was an issue of whether these had to be 
provided in confidence or whether it would be possible to speak with the LA involved. Costings from 
other LAs, or external services, are likely to be higher than providing the service in-house.  

o There could be a section in the Curatorial Standard and Guidance about what to factor in to costings. A 
Tindall will be discussing this with ALGAO/S KIdd.  

o There is an issue of whether an LA can legally include a profit element if asked to tender for services to 
another authority. It was assumed not, but for work outside their own are, LA Members might expect this, 
otherwise there would be a question of why the LA was doing this. At least one LA field unit currently 
operates across the region on the basis of cost recovery and a surplus if possible, and it was suggested 
that in theory there was no real distinction from similar activity by a curatorial service.  

o If operating in such a world, at what point would sharing of information in ALGAO be seen as forming a 
cartel? Whilst this was not clear, it was suggested that giving advice about what factors should be 
included in a costing would not be an issue; looking at prices would be.  

o There is an issue in who sets minimum service requirements; if not coming from the sector this would be 
of concern with potential loss of aspects, e.g. research. 



o Some FAME members have been asked to tender for curatorial services with varying reactions. Whilst 
some will, others are questioning whether it would be in their long term interest to undermine LA 
services. There is also a question of potential conflicts of interest that may emerge and whether 
contractors could work in an area for which they are providing advice.  

o The lines are becoming increasingly blurred and so there was a need for some protocols and guidance 
about what is or is not acceptable.  

 
HERs 
o HERs are a difficult, oten grey,  area including the question of ownership e.g. for constituent LAs. There 

was also concern that where some authorities withdraw from a service this would result in two grades of 
HER – part of it live and part frozen.  

o If a consultant is brought in by an authority what is their relationship to the HER? Should they have 
access without cost or can an LA charge given that they have paid to compile this.  

o For HBSMR there would be a licence fee for another LA taking on an HER, and this could be a barrier 
for doing this, although noted that if all on HBSMR disaggregating the record would be easier.  

o The Curatorial S&G should include a statement of what comprises an HER. There was still a perception 
that an HER is just a database and no understanding of all the other material that lies behind it.  

o There is a need to set out issues relating to HERs if different organisations are looking to take on 
services, including aspects of splitting HERs. 
 

HELAC 

o The CBA map of areas of current crisis indicates that many met/unitary authorities were vulnerable. It 
was therefore disappointing that none of the HELAC pilots were in these areas but all in shire counties 
and more affluent areas. It would be useful to extend the project to look at these threatened areas to see 
if there is a real present threat to services, and get them engaged and looking at the options before they 
make cuts. O Lloyd-James will consider this further. EH is speaking to local offices and using the 
information to target authorities most at risk. The next phase may be an approach to certain areas. There 
are areas that need targeting.  

o The timescale had been an issue for HELAC; given that this was short and the project was also asking 
for contributions across directorates it was no surprise that there had not been more bids. To engage the 
smaller authorities or those under threat. To get those areas engaged they need to be invited and given 
more time. The short timetable was acknowledged but noted that the results were wanted in time to 
influence the next spending decisions.  

o The HELAC pilots have not covered the whole process and it would be useful to revisit the studies and 
see what happens as they progress. Essex was currently in a 90 day consultation on a proposed 
structure, which would see the historic environment team split across new themed teams. Also with a 
move to a trading account it was difficult to see how the public facing element will work. EH agreed that it 
would be useful to see how things progress and update the reports.  

o The HELAC reports are interesting but there was some concern that in some cases they were 
“rearranging the furniture” rather than thinking more radically, and have not taken on board just how 
significantly local government might change. This was something to revisit.  

 
 
Advocacy and raising awareness 

o A main objective for the HELAC project was in raising awareness and understanding, e.g. in LGA, of 
what the services do and their value – it was useful in providing information for others. LGA had stated 
from the outset that they will not tell LAs what they should do; this work enables us to tell LGA what 
stakeholders think and LGA can disseminate that. So there is a need to get LGA signed up to some of 
the key points:  

o Services require qualified professionals 
o Widespread respect for values of in-house service 
o Opportunities and limits to third sector involvement 

 
o Service areas are being changed, and there are key messages regarding historic environment services 

wherever they sit in an LA structure, there will not be a single solution for all LAs. There is a question of 
how to get the message to members and heritage champions - historically, ALGAO (and EH) have had 



difficulty in engaging with LG, but the LGA had shown more interest in working with heritage champions.  
Getting the message right strategically is essential including to LGA.   

 
o It may be preferable to consider offering advice to an LA in a structured and funded way, e.g. through 

groups of specialists from different parts of the sector to suggest options as models from other areas. 
Senior officers may listen more to outside advice. 

 
o If EH is communicating with LAs it would be useful for senior archaeologist to be given advance notice of 

what might be circulated so that they are pre-briefed to be able to brief/respond to heritage 
champions/senior officers.  

 



Standard and Guidance for archaeological advice by historic 
environment services 
Presentation by Adrian Tindall 
 
 
The Standard and Guidance (S&G) will be for “archaeological advice by historic environment services”.  It 
builds on the IfA Codes of Conduct, and will sit beneath the Standard and Guidance for Stewardship of the 
Historic Environment (IfA, IHBC, ALGAO 2009) which provides overarching principles  It will not apply to 
conservation officers or commercial consultants – there will be a separate S&G for consultations which is 
being developed in parallel, with read-across between the two. It will apply throughout UK so needs to avoid 
nation specific terminology – there are differences in policy, practice and legislation across the UK and the 
S&G needs to focus on common principles.  It is being funded by EH, Cadw and HS, and being developed 
by a consultancy team. The Project Board comprises representatives of the funding bodies, plus IfA, ALGAO 
and DoE(NI).  It will be issued jointly by IfA/ALGAO. 
 
The aim is to be as consultative as possible; 
o Online Survey of ALGAO members was carried out in August 2011 to get a snapshot of current services 

and standards. Approximately two-thirds of members responded. A summary report has been circulated.  
o Four workshops were held in October 2011 for ALGAO members and national agencies to enable 

internal discussion before going out to the wider sector. These focused on qualitative/contentious issues 
relating to aspects of service concerned more with value judgement than process. It was also an 
opportunity to introduce FAME issues into the discussion although many of these were raised by ALGAO 
members. This challenge aspect was useful in looking at more difficult areas.  

o A draft standard and outline for the guidance went to the Project Board in November and comments 
have been received and are being incorporated to produce a first draft S&G for consultation with the 
Project Board in December. 

o A first general Consultation Draft will go out to the wider historic environment sector in January 2012. 
o A 2nd Consultation Draft, will go to others beyond the historic environment sector, e.g. POS in February 

2012, the intention being to build a degree of input and ownership.  
o It is intended that it will go for adoption by IfA EGM in April and ALGAO:UK AGM, 2012. 
 
Format 
There will be a brief standard, with definitions: setting out the broad themes and the purpose of 
archaeological advice, and how this should be delivered. Terms will be defined in a separate glossary. The 
fuller guidance on scope/delivery of services will support the standard. It will cover aims, governing 
principles, assessing significance, service models, service scope, assessing service quality.  In looking at 
service models the project will be looking at the results of the online service, and information from ALGAO on 
types of service, to see how generally models can be applied. It is recognised that this needs to be 
approached with care to avoid putting forward a model that is too unambitious and which could undermine 
better services. The guidance will also be looking at issues of charging relating to service quality and 
performance.  There will also be an online good practice guide to support the S&G. At the workshops 
examples of good practice were invited from curators: there was also a need to ask service users 
(contractors, consultants) for their experience. 
 
Why is it needed 
In the past there has been scepticism about the need for a S&G. However, archaeological advice is 
vulnerable and does not have the statutory backing of other LA services.  The S&G will provide a measure 
defining the scope of service – one that all could achieve or realistically aspire to provide a benchmarking for 
service quality. There have been various HER benchmarking exercised over recent years, and it will be 
important not to contradict these. The two stage approach to HER benchmarking (Stage 1 that at least 60% 
of HERs meet; Stage 2 would be more aspirational) could be extended to other services.  
 
It raises the question of validation of services – there is no means at present to validate a LA service. The IfA 
Registered Organisation (RO) scheme offers one mechanism which offers potential to measure quality of 
organisations, though acknowledged that many have reservations about the scheme.  Some LA advisory 
services already have RO status. In future it may be sensible to see what it offers for LA services because if 
faced by a challenge (e.g. competing to provide services) from an external organisation it could be difficult if 
the latter can demonstrate that they are an RO and LA cannot.  If there is a developing market there will be a 
need to consider some system by which to validate services and demonstrate a standard of work otherwise 
these will be vulnerable to competition. S&G will not provide a watertight defence but it will be a step in the 
process of defending services against current threats.   



 
Discussion  
 
Ownership  
o The project is looking to engage as many members of the sector as possible in formulating the S&G so 

any further comments welcome, also case studies.  
o A question was raised as to whether adherence to S&G should be a condition of ALGAO membership: 

not all are individual IfA members. However, there was a significant difference between an institute and 
association. ALGAO had never seen itself as having that sort of role, nor would it have resources e.g. for 
assessing LAs fort the quality of services to decide whether it is appropriate for membership. It would 
need assessment/enforcement processes, and legal advice.  

 
Scope 
o The project board had received comment had been made that it was focusing on development 

management, not information management.  
o S&G may miss public benefit side from qualitative feedback from local people, though it was noted that 

the standard at the beginning of the S&G should make it clear what this aims to achieve and this is about 
public benefit. There was a question of who can advise on measuring this e.g. under RO scheme.  

 
Buildings/IHBC input 
o Should IHBC have significant reservations and/or a very different view how would this be 

accommodated? This should not be an issue given the title/remit relating to archaeological advice by 
historic environment services, acknowledging that IHBC did not wish to engage in this project. It will be 
down to the project board to decide whether comment falls within the purview of this guidance, or relates 
to a building one yet to be formulated.  

o It was acknowledged that there would be a concern if it could not encompass advice given on buildings, 
but noted that the S&G will be concerned with above and below ground archaeology so would cover this. 
It was possible that the final version would have a different title. 

o In terms of the remit would ‘archaeological’ advice be advice on archaeology as defined in PPS 5 or 
something else? Whilst there was a need to link it to the planning framework there was also a need to 
bear in mind that this will be a UK wide S&G; there was a need to ensure that it was not terrestrial and 
anglo-centric, so would need a definition which conforms to all parts of the UK. It could be useful to have 
a very broad definition for the consultation to then be refined in the light of comments.  

o There is a question of taking forward with CO support if not endorsement. They see themselves as part 
of the historic environment  service, and in some LAs there is an integrated service: there was some 
danger of dividing services having got integration.  

 
Best practice 
o As a different perspective it would also be useful to ask contractors/consultants for examples of what 

they see as best curatorial practice. 
 
Audience 
o Considering audiences for the S&G, it was suggested that the S&G could usefully cover the policy 

background, e.g. would it answer questions from LA employers as to why services do this work. AT 
explained that the guidance rehearses the arguments regarding fragility of the historic environment, so 
will have some advocacy statements before setting out the detail. There was some difficulty in assessing 
what needs to be included and to not make assumptions regarding existing knowledge outside the 
sector/profession. It was suggested that this S&G needs particular emphasis on this; the RO process 
needs to go through the political process so it needs to be understood by politicians locally.  

o There was a need to targeting planners. If contracting out services it would be beneficial to have a S&G 
because LAs need to put together a specification without expert knowledge to scope out what a service 
should provide. Ability to present this would be a useful underpinning framework. For recruitment there is 
a question of getting people able to deliver that service.  

 
Qualifications/training and skills 
o An issue raised in one of the S&G workshops was whether archaeologists needed degrees or whether 

e.g. NVQs would be felt sufficient. It was suggested that if the need for a degree was not stated there 



could be a threat. It was noted that if the supply of graduates was diminished there may be a need to 
look at alterative routes of entry and NVQs/NOS may become more relevant. There was a need to be 
careful in how this was presented, but there was a need to think about how our successors will be 
trained and enter the profession.  

o In this context it was noted that at times of cuts, and LA redeployment it is possible that archaeological 
posts might get filled by non-archaeologists, e.g. if an archaeological degree was not an essential criteria 
(redeployment may look only at essential not desirable criteria).  

o There was a need to address the issue of training and skills development in the S&G, but it would be a 
difficult aspect to draft. Some concepts presented in the draft may get dropped after consultation. It may 
need to be something general setting out level of skills needed though the routes to get there may be 
very different. There was some concern in stating the need for a degree – alternative approach for job 
descriptions would be degree in archaeology or demonstrated competence (felt a preferable term to 
experience), in order not to cut off options for someone with very good experience but no degree.   

o With regard to recruitment: planners need to have RTPI accreditation, but IfA do not have anything 
similar. So S&G would not become part of the recruitment process though it could be aspirational; there 
would be a need to ensure HR/members sign up. It was noted that this was the difference between 
adoption of guidelines and RO scheme – the latter is a way to ensure services abide by these as an 
organisation/individual.   

 
Level of standard 
o Given that many staff in historic environment services are individual members of IfA, what is the value of 

also being an RO. It was suggested that this is of benefit in helping members defend services.  

o For curators that are currently RO it was suggested that if there is a more clearly defined standards, this 
could be used to help argue the case for retaining services. 

o Most curators are just individual members, who may fail the standard because the authority has cut the 
service so it is incapable of meeting the standard. It was acknowledged that there was a need to pitch 
this to the right level so that sound practitioners meet the level, but there is also a need to avoid setting it 
too low with the result that better services are brought down to a lower base.  

o Benchmarks for HERs are backed up by EH with their HER audit system, and it was suggested that 
there could be a similar system to encompass other services aspects. However, there is a difficulty in 
that the S&G was UK wide, not just England. There may be alternative models, but felt that RO was an 
obvious route to consider whether or not services decide to take it. 

 
o There was some concern that LAs with a good service may use this to e.g. reduce scope of activities. 

Adopting the S&G would be a benchmark against which services can be measured, but it does come 
back to the question of which standard to use - it needs to be something that most can achieve or 
realistically aspire to.  

 
 
Monitoring implementation 

o Once the S&G is published ALGAO will need to consider looking at how it is working, including e.g. 
statistics on who has signed up by being an RO.  Will there be ongoing review to enable feedback about 
how it is used? The intention is to take the results of the second consultation to the EGM at the IfA 
conference in April. Normally S&Gs are proposed for adoption for a trial period, and the aim will be for 
one year on to bring it back for formal adoption with a review process built in. The process/timetable for 
S&G review generally is resource driven but if there is demand because it is not felt fit for purpose this 
would give a higher priority for review.  

 
o External factors would necessitate some review, e.g. it refers to PPS 5 which was nearly obsolete, so 

there would be a need to keep it under review.  
 
 
Performance measurement and IfA RO status 

o The current RO scheme was not well tailored for curators, but there should be scope to identify different 
areas of specialism/competence for curators/contractors; otherwise an organisation could have RO 
status but not the necessary skills/specialism for a curatorial role. IfA acknowledge this. One possible 
option to consider might be to have a basic scheme for registration showing compliance with the Code of 
Conduct, S&G and more overt accreditation or organisation to undertake certain things – these could 
only be those defined by the S&Gs. 



o Few curatorial services are ROs at present, although others are considering applying  Some feel that 
because there are no PIs or benchmarking for services and these are non-statutory there is no need for 
this. Most of the RO process is seeing if an organisation complies with the standard, and if not well 
covered by a standard it is more difficult to assess. IfA is promoting RO status for curatorial services; 
particularly as a priority in Scotland, and looks to work with ALGAO to encourage as many as possible to 
consider registration.  

o Whilst noting reservations within ALGAO regarding the RO scheme, it was suggested that if it became 
more widely adopted by advisory services, they would have more of a stake in making it work and there 
could be an advantage to this.  

o Following on from the S&G it will be possible to reframe the RO application form; it has already been 
tweaked in light of previous comments from ALGAO Exec and further comments on changes were 
welcome. There was a need to get the S&G asap to inform review of the application form i.r.o. curatorial 
services. 

o Services are provided to standards set out by LAs at present but these standards are variable and 
changeable. If an authority is signed up as an RO it signs up to comply with the S&G; should an LA want 
to cut back on its service it could abandon its registration but it would be embarrassing to do that. It does 
given external safeguards which could bolster internal ones if a service is under threat.  

o Regardless of RO status there was an issue of performance measurement generally. All authorities have 
a scrutiny process. S&G offers one way to measure our services. AT noted that the issue of scrutiny had 
been raised, but that whilst LAs are subject to public scrutiny but this varies enormously in the level to 
which the service is subjected.  It may increase with pressure on budgets. 

o Curatorial S&G were the only option currently for defining standards. The sector had been unsuccessful 
in getting better statutory recognition, though the profile of historic environment services has been 
raised.  

o In the future, when S&G and NPPF are in place if in an appeal a curator came up against a consultant 
that was an RO they could in theory be challenged if not also an RO, and this was an added incentive for 
registration.  

o Accepting the need for standards for curators, through S&G it should be possible to ensure curators 
have access to training and expertise so have appropriate skills, but being an RO may not necessarily 
make that happen. Given cuts and constraints on budgets managers will want to know what the benefit 
of being an RO would be, and concern that they might consider registration rather than remaining an 
ALGAO member. It was hoped that either/or ALGAO or RO would not be necessary. S&G was not 
contingent on being an RO. The IfA is a standard setting body setting standards for process, products 
and people – RO was a standard for people, S&G was about process and product so they were separate 
but complementary aspects, S&G would be binding on any IfA member not just ROs.  

o The IfA bid for chartered status was also relevant. In the context of value placed in accredited 
membership by outside organisations – chartered status would be better and could be useful.  

 
 
 



Helping us to survive the implications of changes to the planning 
system 
Presentation by Peter Hinton/Tim Howard, Institute for Archaeologists 
 
 
Localism Act 
Neighbourhood plans form a key part of the Localism Act. Neighbourhood Development Orders (NDOs) in 
practice they extend the scope of permitted development (development which needs planning permission but 
for which permission is deemed to have been granted).  They cannot ignore designated assets, but 
provisions for non-designated assets are not in the Act. Lord Renfrew brought forward an amendment but 
this was unsuccessful. The intention had been to exclude from provision of the Act development likely to 
harm an asset of national significance or its setting: the aim being that this would necessitate looking at all 
assets to determine if they are of national importance.  
 
IfA proposed a number of changes to the NPPF to achieve things through that route that were not in the Act. 
The full implication of the Act is not known until the Regulations can be considered. NDOs are not about 
specific development but classes of development. There may be as yet unrecognised other weaknesses that 
are not compensated for by policy amendments.  
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
The National Trust has been active on behalf of the sector in lobbying government. This has enabled TAF to 
discuss technical detail with politicians.  The NPPF will mean a move from over 1000 pages to 52 so loss of 
valuable content is expected. It is suggested that it will provide sustainable economic growth for lawyers 
given the uncertainties the legislation will introduce.   
 
The NPPF contains mixed messages; the front end does not sit comfortably with the rest of the document, 
and there is concern that this mismatch will leave planners with uncertainties and lacking in confidence in 
applying it.  It is not clear whether it is an appeal led consent system or a strategic plan led system  
 
IfA have proposed a number of changes to the draft NPPF: 
o Para 14: IfA advocate deleting “significantly and demonstrably” because it is felt that this is weighting 

things too much in favour of development. If this statement is retained the promise of no loss of 
protection from PPS5 will not be honoured. 

o Sustainable development is not clearly defined, but rather than defining this IfA has suggested rewording 
of para 16 to talk about development that contravenes the policies in the Framework regarding protection 
of the natural and historic environment not being sustainable.  

o Legally conservation of the historic environment is a material consideration but this is not explicitly stated 
in the draft. The presumption in favour of conservation of the historic environment has been lost because 
government only wants one presumption, relating to sustainable development, in the Framework.  

o There are various descriptors of weighting – great, considerable, significant, substantial. This will have 
implications depending on the final draft.  

o Local Plans set out strategic policies including for the historic environment and these Plans will be 
critical. IfA have suggested rewording of para 24 to state that these should have a clear strategy for 
enhancement of the natural, built and historic environment (rather than just ‘environmental 
enhancement’). There is a question of needing up to date local plans – it is not yet clear whether there 
will be a transitional period to enable Local Plans to be brought up to date. 

o In referring for the need for access to an HER IfA have asked for an addition ‘supported by dedicated 
expert staff’, although the need for this was questioned. Whilst this wording may not be accepted, it is 
possible that reference to expertise could be included. This was underpinned by the statement from CLG 
(cf CBA presentation), and TAF had written to G Clark to ask if this statement can be issued as a letter to 
It would be helpful to ensure that NDOs are undertaken with proper consideration for the historic 
environment, and for this IfA have suggested rewording of para 65.   

o Trusting local authorities; IfA suggested the paragraph (179) in the draft was not needed, but that it 
should be replaced with a paragraph about LAs monitoring the impact of their planning policies and 
decisions on the historic environment.  

 
Persuading LAs to have the right staff and meet its responsibilities goes beyond the C S&G and there will 
need to be guidance supporting the NPPF (to make up for content lost from the PPS5). A draft guidance has 
been produced by HEF. CLG is reluctant for the sector to be consulted at thus stage until it is clear what they 
want to do about guidance across the planning system generally. If produced by HEF it will be authoritative 



but there was a question of what weight it would have in the planning system compared to something 
produced by government.  
 
 
Scenario planning 
P Hinton presented three hypothetical scenarios, depending on final content of the NPPF:  
1. Most negative: resulting from weak policy, scant resources and lack of clarity in Framework which could 

lead to inadequate heritage provision in NDOs, increasing divergence in curatorial practice, campaign 
against ‘excessive’ heritage demands by sustainable developers, presumption in favour of (sustainable) 
development – at almost any cost and reluctance of planners to impose conditions on developments 
affecting the undesignated. As a consequence of the latter only designated assets would be given 
attention, 95% of assets sustainably destroyed without intervention, and consequently contracting 
organisations become contracting organisations, with reduced workload leading to further local authority 
cuts, skills loss, and local communities losing faith in local historic environment services 

2. Neutral: If the NPPF has just cosmetic changes, it could be judged by sector commentators to be a slight 
weakening of protection and considered to be over-condensed, with the result that curators and planners 
continue to apply PPG16 procedures, sustainable developers acquiesce and nothing changes. 

3. Positive: There are improvements to NPPF, LA ombudsman upholds IfA benchmark complaint of 
maladministration, historic environment is seen as de facto statutory service, there is integration of 
historic and natural environment with both having equal importance, heritage is at the core of 
regeneration, conservation seen as a core planning skill, and increased public benefits.  

 
Conclusions 
It is a time of enormous change and LAs will not stay the same. Actions needed include: 

o Building political and resident support 
o Citing useful documents including key clauses in NPPF, NPPF Practice Guide, DCLG statement on 

value of services. 
o Use the Standard and Guidance, and register with IfA 
o Argue the risks to economic growth 
o Promote fear of failure through critical external scrutiny 
o Use community groups to monitor impacts of service loss 
o Ensure historic environment is in strategic and local plans 
o Use IfA QA 
o Share intelligence.  

 
In particular to enable submissions to be made in support of services. Submissions do seem to be having an 
impact; responses from LAs are changing pulling back from the position of seeing historic environment 
services as a luxury which may had to end, to more one of being critical of quality rather than their existence. 
TAF and its individual member organisations can write and will do so if given the ammunition. 
 
 
Discussion: 
Local Plans 

o The experience from Scotland, following introduction of SPP, is the need to get Local Plans in order and 
adopted because developers take more note of conforming to Local Plans than SPP. Whilst there had 
been concern in Scotland when the new, condensed, SPP was introduced there is no sense that it has 
caused any particular significant issues in practice w.r.t. archaeology.  

o The transition phase for England will be very important to get local plans sorted; the draft NPPF states 
that any plan not embodying sustainable growth is out of date so plans will need to be revisited.  

 
Neighbourhood plans 
o Neighbourhood Development Plans (NDPs) and Neighbourhood Development Orders (NDOs); there is a 

hook to get historic environment included and to flag important designated and undesignated sites. Once 
NPPF is out this can be used to argue the case for sound historic environment policy.  

o Neighbourhood plans are not likely to be universal in coverage and areas with less articulate 
communities may lose out. NDO devolves decision making to local people so there is a need to get the 
right protection in plans.   



o Heritage statements in vanguard NDPs. It was noted that historic environment was being fed into that for 
Wolverhampton. 

o There is no requirement that NDOs consult with HERs. These will come into a LA to check that it has 
followed procedural requirements, and if so it would go to an independent examiner who needs to satisfy 
themselves that the Order or Plan is consistent with strategic policy, has special regard to CAs, LBs.  

o Neighbourhood Plan regulations are currently out for consultation; the Localism Act only sets the broad 
framework and statute and regulations will provide the detail. T Howard invited any comments.   

o It was likely that NDOs/NDPs would not consider the historic environment. For undesignated historic 
environment it was important to get provision in at more strategic level through Local Plan policy. It 
would be helpful to have and share a form of wording amongst members – there was a need to get 
policy in every plan.  

 
Scheduling 
o It was noted that the EH Chair had stated during the second reading of the Localism Bill that if the wider 

historic environment was not protected through the planning process it would lead to a call for a further 
80,000 monuments to be scheduled. This would be a very blunt instrument which would not be helpful 
for development.  

o EH was keen to restart scheduling but there was a resource issue.  
o ALGAO met with R Bowdler recently to discuss issues relating to scheduling. If members have a list of 

sites that they feel should be submitted for scheduling these should be revisited as it may be possible to 
put these forward to EH. Following the article in British Archaeology flagging the drop off in scheduling 
numbers, R Bowdler had been invited to do an article for the next issue: M Heyworth/G Chitty will be 
meeting R Bowdler in  December.  

 



Accessing sources of external funding 
Introduction by Dave Barrett 
 
There are a number of sources which can be explored: 
 

o SHINE: money is available for SHINE in 2012-13. This has been quite successful in the past. The 
main target is to engage those HERs that have not yet participated, generally the smaller authorities, 
but it may also be possible for those already engaged to continue. The details of the 2012-13 funding 
are not yet available 

 
o HLF: There was a consultation over the summer on the HLF 5 Year Strategy. K Smith/D Barrett had 

recently met with B Bewley, HLF, to consider the outcome. There will be a number of changes: 
o Your Heritage grants will now be up to £100K (it had been £50K). The emphasis is still in 

community involvement, education/outreach. 
o Digital projects can be looked at in their own right.  
o Skills for the Future project is to be extended. Also IfA HLF internships 
o Your Roots money has been increased.  

Details of the new priorities are expected on the HLF website soon.  
 

o English Heritage: Any EH funded projects will need to adhere to the priorities/objectives in NHPP. 
EH recently made calls for two projects:  

o Minerals Resource Assessment Projects (used to be funded through ALSF)  
o Preservation of waterlogged wood in urban contexts.  

Details of other priorities can be found on the EH website.  
 

 
Discussion: 
o Value of partnership bids which score highly with HLF  - partnerships with e.g. local contractors, 

voluntary groups  
 

o In recent years towards the end of the year HLF has been keen to have special projects; it was not 
known if this was likely to continue.  

 
o There are some European funding schemes with money available e.g. France England scheme 

which relates to digitisation initiatives e.g. in tourism, - seehttp://www.interreg4a-
manche.eu/index.php?lang=en 

 
o HLF Landscape partnerships – if there is a partnership in place it is possible to build in historic 

environment related aspects. R Croft cited the Somerset levels as an example.  It was noted that 
HLF preferred these to have a heritage element.  

 
o Leader scheme; the current schemes were coming to an end, some earlier than expected given 

issues with the funding. There was no news regarding any replacement for the current round.  



 
Conclusions, and assessing priorities for the future 
Introduction by Stewart Bryant  
 
(See final slides of ALGAO procurement presentation) 
 
Where are we going 

In predicting the future some possible trends are: 
• Fewer services and people 
• Greater dependency on charging for information and services  
• A developing market for local authority curatorial services? 
• A greater need to share information, advice and intelligence given smaller teams under greater 

threat and pressure  
 
Models of service provision 
A number of models of service provision can be envisaged: 

• Status-quo – though this is very varied. It will be difficult to develop a Standard and Guidance that 
fits all.  

• Sub-regional/multi-county Trust (archaeology or historic environment) or other standalone service, 
with (as Welsh Trusts) or without contracting arm. The Wales model with the Trusts funded by 
national government agency of not likely to happen in England.  

• County or multi-unitary joint service (with other historic environment and non historic environment 
services) 

• Merging of LAs with EH regions/areas 
• Appearance of consultancies specialising in LA curatorial advice. This could be one implication of a 

Standard and Guidance, that external services could be set up but this could be preferable to no 
service at all.  

• Large corporate LA contract suppliers (e.g. SERCO) taking on historic environment services  
 
Members need to be aware of these things, and consider possible alternatives. The future is unpredictable, 
and services need to be more flexible. Few are likely to survive under current models, and many are likely to 
have to look to some form of outsourcing.  
 
 
Discussion: 
Influencing LA decisions 
o ALGAO overview of specific authorities threatened, being collated using a “traffic light” system as 

services are reviewed or proposals made. At present ALGAO was not aware of any likely deletion of 
service, though a number of substantial reductions are likely, e.g. Teeside two authorities are looking to 
withdraw, and there are a number of potential problem areas known where issues have not yet finally 
been resolved.  

o For those authorities where there have been moves to axe services, LAs do seem to be moving their 
position in response to correspondence from e.g. ALGAO, IfA, CBA, FAME, to e.g. stating that the aim is 
not to get rid of services but that they are looking for better value for money and that they have been 
looking at improving the service for some time. This was positive as it was less likely to lead to a domino 
effect of services being cut because neighbouring authorities have done so with no apparent comeback. 
The fact that all have made the same points has been effective, as has the different perspective from 
which these are made, necessitating the LAS to rethink each time. Whilst it may not be possible to go 
back to the former position it is hoped that at least a core service can be saved.  

 
Options  

o Option of large corporate LA contract suppliers is already being implemented in some areas. Issue of 
adhering to strict budget/remit and not providing added value.  

o There is a need for opportunism, e.g. as in Suffolk where service sees opportunities in moving into an 
existing Trust with other services, which was seen as a better long term survival model that staying in the 
LA. There was a need to look at long term solutions.  



o There will not be a single solution; all need to be aware of the possible models that could be presented in 
their local area. 

o Whether in LAs or outsourced the services are still delivering services to local people, and need to 
accept and deliver NPPF. There was a need for access to HER and expertise but this does not need to 
be in a LA.   

o Whilst the status quo may be achievable in some places, the changes are such that concentrating on 
preserving services as they are would be a waste of resources. There was a need to focus energy on 
ensuring acceptable changes rather than fighting an un-winnable rearguard action. There was a need to 
make the case to defend what we think is important and the S&G was an important part of this as the 
only definition of services.  

o Most of the options presented relate to going up a tier in scale but there was concern regarding scope for 
becoming more fragmented with a move down to districts/unitaries.   

o The current model was for services operating within a well defined territory, but noted that Essex was 
already looking to get work in other areas.  

o Regarding contractors tendering for curatorial services, it was noted that some FAME members are 
being asked to tender but currently feel they would lose too much re contracting opportunities in areas if 
providing curatorial services. It is not known whether this will diminish.  

 
Impacts on rest of the sector/contractors 
o It was noted that there had been some recovery in 2010. Whilst contracting organisations are busy at 

present, the situation was volatile and they are probably not looking at work orders beyond a couple of 
months. Another large contracting organisation had recently undergone another round of redundancy 

o The middle sized operators were thought to be more exposed, including LAs and universities -  many of 
the university units were being dismantled, and whilst some staff were being picked up by other 
organisations this was not happening to the previous extent. The larger operators were getting by.  

o It was not clear what the situation was w.r.t. very small businesses, including individuals setting up after 
being laid off elsewhere.  

o E-auctions to bid for contracts at minimum price was a potential concern; at least one instance has been 
noted.  

o There was more time pressure to get projects started asap.  
o It was noted that a number of organisations are undergoing a change of name but not clear whether this 

was just re-branding or restarting of businesses that have gone bust. The latter could have issues e.g. 
with regard to backlogs. This is one area where the RO scheme needs to help.  

o Use of very short contracts for field staff and also the possibility of establishing fieldworker agencies. 
Archaeologically this could be counter productive.   
 

 
 
 
 
 


